CHAPTER 4

[ssue Areas &
Kcy Recommendations

Theissues, potential constraints, and impedi ments regarding water recycling were grouped
by the Task Forceinto six issue areas. The six workgroupsinvestigating the issues within
each area brought recommendations to the Task Force for further deliberation and revi-
sion. Within theissue areas, 26 separate issues were identified, 13 of which were deemed
to be of highest priority. The Task Force adopted recommendations for all 26 issues, in
some cases adopting more than one recommendation for anissue. Thesix issue areasand
the scope of problems included within them are described in this chapter. Also, the high-
est priority issues and their key recommendations are presented here. In the following
chapter the remaining issues and associated recommendations are presented. The six
issue areas are as follows:

. Funding for water recycling,

. Public dialogue / Public outreach,

. Plumbing code / Cross-connection contral,
. Regulations and permitting,

. Economics of water recycling,

. Science and health / Indirect potable reuse.
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At the outset the Task Force emphasizes that while it has investigated ways to promote
and increase the use of recycled water, the recommendations presented in this report are
not intended to compromise in any way the health and safety of the public. Californiahas
astrong record of safe use of recycled water. It isonly by continuing this foundation can
we maintain public confidence and support and move forward.

The recommendations are given unique numbers for reference, for example, 2.1.3. The
first number relates to the issue area, the second to the issue, and the third to the recom-
mendation itself.
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1. Funding for Water Recycling

Various State and federal agencies within California administer funding programsto pro-
vide financial assistance for public water recycling projects. Typically, local agencies
apply for funding for such projects from programs administered by the SWRCB, the DWR,
and the USBR. The SWRCB and DWR funding programs operate within the State CALFED
funding umbrella.

Each State and federal funding program has adifferent application process and no require-
ments exist for the agencies to coordinate their funding efforts. Having such variation in
funding is beneficia if it resultsin more funding for water recycling, thereby serving the
different water recycling projects statewide. However, the varying processes can be cum-
bersome to local applicants seeking funding from multiple sources. Greater water recy-
cling benefits can be achieved with coordination among agencies that serve as funding
sources for water recycling research, studies, and projects.

1.1. FUNDING FOR WATER RECYCLING PROJECTS

Issue

The current level of allocated funding for water recycling projects falls short of fulfilling
the water recycling potential described in Chapter 2. A total of about $11 billion for capi-
tal costs will be needed by 2030 to add an additional 1.5 million acre-feet per year of
recycled water capacity in California.

Recommendation 1.1.1.

State funding for reuse/recycling should be increased beyond Proposition 50 and other
current sources. Funding for construction of recycled water projects should beincludedin
future water bonds. Under the existing cost share, the State needs to include in new bonds
on the order of $300 million annually for grants and low interest loans to achieve the 1.5
million acre feet of additional recycling by the year 2030.

Approach and Implementation:

A bond issue should be passed by the L egidature to all ocate additional funding for water recy-
cling projects. Fundsfor planning, design, and construction of projects should be administered
by the SWRCB. Time frame: July-December 2003.

Previous State bond issues have provided funds for the planning, design, and construction of
water recycling projectsand for research. Under the current rules, planning grantsare provided
up to $75,000 per study with a 50 percent local match requirement. For design and construc-
tion funding, both grants and loans are available. Grantsare provided for 25 percent of capital
cost up to amaximum of $5 million per project. The remainder of capital costs can be funded
with State loans at a subsidized interest rate of one haf of the interest rate of State bonds. The
combined grant and loan for a project provide an equivalent subsidy of about 40 to 45 percent
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of capital costs. Federal funding can be used by aproject to the extent that the combined State
and federal funding doesnot exceed 45 percent, thus ensuring asignificant local investment. It
is recommended to continue this State funding framework with additional funds.

Recommendation 1.1.2.

The California Water Commission, in cooperation with DWR and SWRCB, is strongly
encouraged to seek federal cost sharing legislation to support the development of water
recycling projectsin Californiato achieve the 1.5 million acre-feet goal by the year 2030.

Approach and Implementation:

The U.S. Congress should be requested to continue to support federal funding and activities
for water recycling. The federal government has provided significant capital funding for
water recycling projectsin California under the Reclamation Wastewater and Groundwater
Study and FacilitiesAct (Title XVI of Public Law 102-575). The U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion has also conducted the Southern California Comprehensive Water Reclamation and
Reuse Study and assisted in the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Program
master plan, regional studies identifying opportunities for water recycling in Southern and
Northern California and evaluating potential projects to expand water reuse.

2. Public Dialogue / Public Outreach

Whilethe direct participantsin water recycling are the water and wastewater agencies that
plan, design, construct and operate recycled water facilities and the users of the recycled
water, the impacts of water recycling projects extend to the public at large. The public
bears part or all of the financial burden, experiences possible exposure to recycled water,
and may experience aesthetic or other impacts of projects. Public concerns over cost and
public health have been the most prominent, but underlying issues of environmental jus-
tice or growth and land devel opment have been evident.

Public support for water recycling has generally been very strong and many projects have
been implemented without the apparent need for significant public participation. However,
perhaps due to a more astute public awareness of public works projects or more concern
over public health issues, several water recycling projects in recent years have experienced
enough public opposition to halt their implementation. Controversy has focused mainly on
indirect potable reuse projects, where the end product of the recycled water becomes part of
drinking water sources, either groundwater basins or surface water reservoirs. One major
conclusion of the Task Forceisthat the decision to undertake indirect potable reuse needsto
be alocal decision based on community values, complete and accurate information, and an
assessment of the water supply options. While these factors are desirable for all projects,
they arecritical for indirect potablereuse. At thispoint thereis not sufficient public consen-
sus that any State mandate for indirect potable reuse would be appropriate.
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Community - Public at largeinclud-
ing, but not limited to, local ethnic
groups, political/social/economic
groups, environmental justice advo-
cates and environmentalists.

The Task Force analyzed project experiences, listened to experts in public involvement,
and reviewed some key literature. The following general public participation principles
emerged.

1. Thepublic needsto beinvolved in al phases of project planning with opportunities for in-
volvement in developing and selecting dternatives, not just to beinformed of fina decisions.

2. Membersof the public need to belistened to and responded to with respect. Their vaues
and needs should be incorporated into the decision criteria. Their fears and concerns
should be considered real and valid and mitigated with accurateinformation and, if neces-
sary, changes in project design. Interaction should follow common courtesies of appro-
priate language, body gestures, and cordiaity to keep focus on project issues.

3. Adequate and understandabl e information needs to be disseminated in many forums
on proposed projects and water supply issuesin general.

4. Recycled water projects need to be justified on fundamental needs or community
desires, such as an adequate and safe water supply or prevention of water pollution.

5. Principles of environmental justice need to be incorporated. The public expects that
costs and benefits of projects should be equitably shared.

6. The public needs a broad understanding of water supply issues to have a context in
which to evaluate recycled water.

The Task Force has devel oped recommendationsfor aval ue-based decision-making model
to improve public participation at the local level, especially during project development.
It has identified areas where State and local |eadership can be improved to increase gen-
eral public support for water recycling and better policy decisions. It also recommends
changes in the State’s educational curricula and a State-sponsored media campaign to en-
gender an underlying public understanding of water issues and water recycling and a cli-
mate of public support for water recycling.

2.1. COMMUNITY VALUE-BASED DECISION-MAKING MODEL FOR PROJECT PLANNING

Issue

Public participation and representation is founded on the idea that those who are affected
by decisions or policies should participate or be represented in the policy making pro-
cesses, because the public is capable of making wise and prudent decisions. The public
should be involved throughout all project phases—the planning, deliberation, decision,
design, and implementation. Such public involvement is not currently required by State
law. Public accessto information on proposed projects is commonly through the environ-
mental review processes required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under these acts, the mini-
mum public notification requirements are inadequate to engage the public. Furthermore,
agenciestypically attempt to involve the public when deciding on implementing a project.
The public is often forced to decide on support or opposition to a project without back-
ground knowledge of local water issues and alternative water resources options.

22



Early publicinvolvement can assist the project proponent inidentifying and responding to
the concerns of the public. Public participation creates empowerment and empowerment
yields a sense of collaboration. With the need to supply additional water in the State and
the potential use of recycled water projects to meet that need, water utilities and the deci-
sion-makers should make an investment in the public arena, so that their decisions will
pay off in the long run for their customers and their communities.

Determining what a community values, then making decisions based on that information
is the foundation of a community value-based decision-making model. This model en-
courages participants to recognize that most people believein aunified set of fundamental
values, then takes them further, into the realization that these values can be the basis for
consistent and improved decision making. A values-based decision-making model should
embody the general public participation principles listed in the introduction to this sec-
tion. Recommendations 2.1.1 through 2.1.6 are components of an effective community
value-based decision-making model.

Recommendation 2.1.1.

Public participation should be increased through vigorous outreach, augmenting the noti-
fication requirements stipulated by CEQA and NEPA.

Approach and Implementation:

NEPA and CEQA both establish requirements for public notification and opportunity to
comment on environmental impact documents. However, these procedures are not ad-
equate to fully engage the public. Neither law requires public participation in project for-
mulation and alternatives development. There is no requirement for a public hearing un-
der CEQA and arequirement for only one hearing under NEPA. While the perception is
that these environmental laws are vehicles for public participation, they are mainly ori-
ented toward full analysis and public disclosure of environmental impacts. These laws
have become wedges to force project proponents to hear public concerns, but they were
not designed as effective public participation tools. Considering the time and cost of
developing recycled water projects, from project formulation through construction and
implementation, there should be more opportunities for the public to participate. Early
public involvement devel ops community support, while providing an opportunity to iden-
tify and address public concerns. This in turn assists the agency to design a project that
meets the needs of the community. Therefore a more concerted public outreach processis
considered necessary. Effective public participation can be encouraged and implemented
at the State and local levels.

1. State Level

a. To the extent that State funding agencies have existing statutory authority,
they should require public information and outreach during project planning
for recycled water projects in order to receive State loans and grants. In
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order to determinethe existing statutory authority with respect to State loans
and grants for water projects, the funding agencies, DWR and SWRCB,
should conduct alegal review. Thisreview should commenceon 1 July 2003
with results obtained no later then 1 November 2003.

b. If additional statutory authority is needed, then in future bond lawsthe Legis-
lature should specify afunding criterion that project planning include apublic
participation program. Howevey, if thelegal review revealsthat no additional
statutory authority is needed, the funding agencies should include public in-
formation and outreach requirements during project planning for recycled water
projects to receive State loans and grants. Where statutory authority is ad-
equate, the agencies should proceed with the recommendation at the conclu-
sion of the legd review, or no later then 1 July 2004 and ongoing thereafter.

c. State guidelines should be developed for effective public participation ac-
tions that project proponents can take. An appropriate State entity to de-
velop these guidelines would be the California Bay-Delta Public Advisory
Committee (BDPAC) or its successor, which is administered by the Califor-
niaBay-DeltaAuthority. The BDPAC should utilizeits subcommittees, such
as the Environmental Justice Subcommittee. The BDPAC should provide
advice and guidance to assess current requirements and determine proce-
dures to incorporate community value-based decision-making into State
funded loans and grants. The improvements should incorporate the general
public participation principles listed in the introduction to this section and
the components of the other parts of this recommendation and Recommen-
dations 2.1.2 through 2.1.6. Time frame: January 2004 to January 2005.

2. Local Level

In addition to regulatory changes, project sponsors should act on their own in
good faith with the community, and implement an effective value-based deci-
sion-making model incorporating the general public participation principleslisted
above and the components described in Recommendations 2.1.2 through 2.1.6.
L ocal agencies should carry out this recommendation beginning July 2003 and
ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.1.2.

Project planners should hold more public meetings to gather and supply information at
appropriate venues.

Approach and Implementation:

A key element of value-based decision-making is identification of common values and
interests of agroup, acommunity, or communities within acommunity (such as neighbor-
hoods, ethnic groups, political groups). Public meetings can be effective and efficient
toolsinreaching all interested and affected parties, to have meaningful dialogue with com-
munity members and to determine community interests and concerns. To make contact
with the community members, public notices and other outreach material s should be avail-
ablein thelanguages spoken locally; these should be placed in familiar community venues
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(e.g. civic organizations, libraries) and distributed at local storesin the project area. Com-
munity leaders should identify appropriate venues, and meetings should be held at times
and locations that are convenient for the communities affected by the project. These meet-
ings should provide information and resources (scientists, technical assistance) to the pub-
lic so they understand the issues involved with a project. This recommendation should be
carried out by local agencies beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.1.3.

Project developers should make project decisions that respect and incorporate the
community’s values and concerns (considering public health, growth, coordination with
local planning, environmental justice issues, et cetera):

a.  Developthe project considering the values and ameliorating the concerns gath-
ered at public forums,

b.  Recruit potentia recycled water users and community representativesfor astakehol der
group to assgt in the review of the project, dternatives conddered, and sdlection,

c.  Meet with policy makers in the early stages and on a regular basis to obtain
support to ameliorate challenges that could affect the project.

Approach and Implementation:

After gathering theissues and concerns of acommunity through public meetings and other
feedback systems like questionnaires, project planners should devel op project alternatives
that address the needs of the community. Specifically, project objectives should include
those issues and concerns of the public. The project aternatives, which may include a
water recycling option, are to be determined which might address those concerns. By de-
veloping and presenting arange of options designed to meet those interests, the public can
select a project alternative or suggest changes that address those values.

The development of a stakeholder processthat includes representation from asmany groups
and interests as possibleis highly advisable. A stakeholder process should allow individu-
als, groups, and organizations whose interests are affected by the proposed project to ef-
fectively present their views within the process and to work with other community inter-
ests to develop a consensus on the direction an agency should take. Stakeholders should
be provided access to technical analysis (science, economics, and environmental and so-
cial impacts) that enables informed participation. Although an alternative recommended
through a stakehol der process may not be the most economical or desirable from an engi-
neering standpoint, it may be the alternative most likely to achieve public support and
successful implementation. Most importantly, a stakeholder process will help build trust
between local agencies and the communities that they serve, which is essential to the suc-
cess of potentially controversial projects.

The political sceneisdynamic and changeable. Vocal opposition groups can inhibit politi-
cal support for recycled water projects. In order for politicians to support a project they
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need to know the facts about a project, as well as be assured that the project has voter
approval. Meeting with policy makers on aregular basis can help to inform politicians of
the status of the project. Including representatives of communities and stakeholders who
are not agency officials and support a project in meetings with politicians helps political
leadersto understand the breadth of public support and to place any opposition in perspec-
tive. To be effective, the group should have sufficiently broad and diverse memberships
who understand and support the project selected. Thisrecommendation should be carried
out by local agencies beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.1.4.

Project planners should convene an independent advisory committee composed of experts
in the field and consumers from a variety of viewpoints, who have no vested interest, to
review the proposed project alternatives, including implementation and operation issues,
where needed.

Approach and Implementation:

For those projects likely to cause controversy, an independent advisory committee, se-
lected in consultation with the public, should be convened to review a proposed project
and its alternativesin the context of other water resource planning decisions. To engender
credibility, the advisory committee should be composed of experts in the field from a
variety of viewpointswho are“abovethe fray” without avested interest. Evenwith public
meetings and stakeholder groups, there may still be individualswho did not have the abil-
ity to participate in the process. For those individuals, an independent advisory committee
can provide quality assurance. Thisrecommendation would be carried out by local agen-
cies beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.1.5.

Water recycling should be presented to the public with other adternativesfor locally achieving
water supply goals.

a.  Bvauaeall water resource dternatives using consistent criteria before proceeding
with awater recycling project as part of an integrated water resources approach.

b.  Evauatewater resource project dternativesbased on assessment of all hedth, costs,
environmental, social and relative risk factors, and degree of multiple benefits.

c.  Provide on-going updates with all the current information, work progress, and
decisions to the community to facilitate an educated choice.
Approach and Implementation:
In order for acommunity to participate fully, the public needsto know the alternatives avail-
able to meet their objectives. After consensus is reached on the issues and objectives for a
project, local agencies can provide the public with information on technologies (such as
water treatment options) and practices (such as conservation). This information can be used
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for development of a complete palette of possible alternatives for achieving water quality
and supply objectives. This procedure is part of integrated water resources planning - a
comprehensive, interdisciplinary approach to water resource planning that encompasseswater
resource assessment, demand considerations, analysis of aternatives, risk management, re-
source diversity, environmenta considerations, least-cost analysis, multidimensional mod-
eling, and participatory decision-making and public input, anong other factors.

Water conservation, water transfers, seawater desalination, and local storage may be other
options to be evaluated. Water recycling itself may present several options in terms of
geographic areato be served, certain types of uses and associated |levels of recycled water
treatment. Construction of dual distribution systems for delivery of recycled water for
nonpotable uses may be an option when indirect potable reuse is being considered. Local
agencies should supply sufficient information on all alternatives to the public, including
the extent of infrastructure, relative risks, costs, energy needs, and potential environmen-
tal impacts so that meaningful fact-based dial ogue can occur. Local agencies should study
alternativesin sufficient detail to determine positive and negative aspects of each. During
discussions of potential health concerns or unknowns associated with indirect potable re-
use, health concerns and unknowns associated with other sources of supply must be in-
cluded with the reminder that most natural sources of water are not necessarily free of
contaminants. Specific examples of where variouspotential technol ogieshave beenimple-
mented el sewhere should be provided including data on how well they perform. Provid-
ing tours of water supply and treatment facilities can be very effective at this point, and
will provide participants with afirst hand view of these processesin action.

Local agencies should update the community with the current status of the project to fa-
cilitate an educated choice. Fact-based dialogue with the public may generate agreement
as to the best aternative for the community. However, this choice may not match the
agency’s preferred alternative, which is often based on engineering and economic consid-
erations alone. For example, in the case of newer communities, a dual piping option -
where recycled water distribution pipelines can be installed during development - may
prove to be the best option for utilizing recycled water. On the other hand, older and
established citieswith streets already jammed with other substructureswould have amuch
more difficult task in implementing a dual piping option. By providing the public with
accurate information on all possible alternatives, informed decision-making can take place
to select solutions that will be supported by the public. This recommendation should be
carried out by local agencies beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.1.6.
Local agencies should cultivate and utilize media opportunities for their projects:

a.  Inform media personnel (editors, reporters, anchors, etc) about recycled water
and the project through media kits, fact sheets, websites, etc,
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Marin Municipal Water District provides
recycled water for car washes in
Marin County, CA.

Prepare question and answer/fact shestsand pressre easesto addressevery issueraised,
Submit articles and opinion pieces to local mediafor publication,

Provide timely responses and corrections to any misinformation,

® oo o

Continually disseminate accurate and compl ete information on water issuesto
the public utilizing:

(i) utility bill inserts,

(if) regular public workshops,

(iif) community meetings,

(iv) Internet.

Approach and Implementation:

The mediaplays an important role in the broadcasting of information to the public. The media
can help inform the public about potential projects and opportunities for public input and par-
ticipation. In order for the media to accurately and fully inform the public, project planners
need to provide the mediawith accurate information.

Information regarding recycled water should provide the necessary background for under-
standing all water projects, not sall or persuade the mediaand thus the public to use recycled
water. The information provided should include appropriate questions to ask of all water
projects to level the playing field for evaluation of all water sources: groundwater, surface
water, desalination, and reclamation, et cetera. Thisinformation should describe the advan-
tages and disadvantages of each source in terms of planning, reliability, environmental im-
pacts, and safety. Risk exists in every single source of water, even mountain spring water
composed of glacial melt, and thus should be recognized and described. The benefits of
recycled water should be communicated in terms of broader community desires, such asless
environmental impacts than alternatives or improved supply reliability during droughts.

Thereisaneed for on-going education to build along-term public understanding of water
issues and water recycling in particular. This can be done through direct agency commu-
nication to consumers, such as through bill inserts or Web sites, or through the media by
channeling information and articles to newspapers, television stations, and other media.

2.2. LEADERSHIP SUPPORT FOR WATER RECYCLING.

Issue

State support for water recycling is not well known, even though the Legidlature has been
clear inits support for water recycling. The State L egislature enacted the Water Reuse Law
of 1974 (Water Code sections 460-465) with the stated mission that “the primary interest of
the people of the State in the conservation of al available water resources requires the maxi-
mum reuse of reclaimed water in the satisfaction of requirements for beneficial uses of wa-
ter.” Furthermore, Statelaw declaresthat use of recycled water by communitieswill contrib-
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ute to the peace, health, safety, and welfare of the people of the State (Water Code section
13511). Despitethislegislation, some health and regulatory agencies at the local level lack
acommon mission when it comesto recycled water. Somelocal health officesare not famil-
iar with recycled water applications, guidelines, rules and regulations. Variations in proce-
dures and requirements cause confusion, uncertainty, and unnecessarily raise the unit cost of
production and distribution of recycled water. Additionally, innovative uses for recycled
water such astoilet flushing in office buildings or landscapeirrigation for private homes may
be dealt with differently by local health departments. The approval process necessary for
such programs can be complex and can differ from county to county.

State leadership is needed to communicate its mission of encouraging recycled water use
as stated in the Water Code throughout all government levels, to facilitate projects, and to
communicate the rules clearly to local health offices and regional quality control boards.
Additionally, mandated State agencies should take the lead in ensuring that local offices
are consistent in their application of State policy.

Recycled water lacks unified definitions for discussing the various treatment levels available.
Additionally, signs announcing the presence of recycled water have sent the public mixed
messages about the water quality. Therefore, a statewide system of codification that refersto
the various treatment levels and uses for recycled water would help to develop a common
language that is more easily understood during public discussions of proposed projects. This
new language can be appropriately applied to the signs to avoid mixed messages.

In addition to State responsihilities, local governments should be providing guidance on
recycled water by adopting strong local ordinances that are adequately implemented and
enforced. Many local jurisdictions have approved ordinances that require dual plumbing
where recycled water is available. However, local regulatory agencies (building inspec-
tors, code enforcement officers) are not requiring dual plumbing in many new develop-
ments. Many planning and/or public works departments do not have the staff or resources
available to audit effective implementation of these ordinances.

Finally, public agencies should take aleadership role to encourage recycled water use by
using, where feasible, recycled water in public agency buildingsto flush toilets, and/or to
irrigate landscapes and city parks.

STATE SUPPORT
Recommendation 2.2.1.
The State should take a leadership role on water recycling:
a.  Develop an easily understood common language for describing various recycled
water treatment level sand usesto improve public discussions of proposed projects,

b.  Setastandard signagefor regulatory usethat increasesthe public’s understand-
ing of recycled water,
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Value-Based Decision-Making - Deter-
mining what a community values, then
making decisions based on that infor-
mation is the foundation of a commu-
nity value-based decision-making
modd.

Some general public participation
principlesinclude the following:

1. The public needsto be involved
inall phases of project planning
with opportunities for involve-
ment in developing and select-
ing alternatives.

2. Members of the public need to be
listened to and responded to with
respect. Their values and needs
should beincorporated into the
decision criteria.

3. Adequate and understandable
infor mation needsto be dissemi-
nated in many forums on pro-
posed projects and water sup-
ply issuesin general.

4. Recycled water projectsneed to
be justified on fundamental
needs or community desires,
such as an adequate and safe
water supply or prevention of
water pollution.

5. Principles of environmental
justice need to be incorporated
with the costs and benefits of
projects shared equitably.

6. Thepublic needsabroad under-
standing of water supply issues
to have a context in which to

evaluate recycled water.

Develop a consistent position on water recycling,

Convey the State’'s mission to increase recycled water use throughout all gov-
ernment levels viainteragency collaboration,

e.  Facilitate recycled water projects and communicate the rules clearly to local
health offices and regional water quality control boards,

f. Encourage recycled water use by setting an example and using recycled water
in public agency buildings wherever practical.

Approach and Implementation:

Recommendations 2.2.1. aand b are intended to clear up apparent confusion and misun-
derstanding about recycled water. For meaningful dialogue to take place, recycled water
discussion needs unified definitions for the various treatment levels available. For in-
stance, most nonpotable recycled water use discussions speak of tertiary-treated (Title 22)
water. However, when the discussion switchesto indirect potable reuse projects, it is till
referred to as “recycled water” even though such projects may have treatment far beyond
filtration, including microfiltration, reverse osmosis, ultraviol et disinfection, or ozonation.
Hence, the term “recycled water” should be supplemented with additional terminology
that connotes the level of treatment and the allowable human exposure.

Prevalent signage al so sends mixed messages about recycled water quality. For yearsthe
public has read signs that have given the message that recycled water is dangerous (skull
and cross bones). Now, the public is told it is safe for certain uses. More appropriate
signage is proposed in Recommendation 3.3.1.

To implement recommendations 2.2.1. aand b the DHS should convene a six-month panel
including members from industry and the public to create a set of short-hand terms for
different types of recycled water. The goal isto develop acommon language that is easily
understood by both industry and the public. The panel should also address a standard
signage for regulatory use that aids the public’'s understanding of recycled water. DHS
should commence this panel by January 2004 with a completion date of June 2004.

As presented in recommendations 2.2.1. c-f, government, water industry officials as well
as other stakeholders and interested groups need to have a shared understanding of re-
cycled water so that they can take a leadership role and provide guidance. In 1994 a
similar coalition of local, State and federal agencies and the WateReuse Association of
Cdlifornia adopted the “ Statement of Support for Water Reclamation.” A coalition, in-
cluding DWR, SWRCB, DHS, water agencies and organizations, such as the Water Edu-
cation Foundation, American Water Works Association, California Urban Water Agen-
cies, California Urban Water Conservation Council, WateReuse Association, and the As-
sociation of California Water Agencies should be formed to review the previous State-
ment of Support and revise it as necessary. This coalition could also:

« explore methods of interagency collaboration throughout all government levels to
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communicate the issues, regulations, and procedures on recycled water and methods
to appropriately maximize its use,

e author aguidebook to communicate the rules on recycled water clearly to local gov-
ernmental agencies, health offices, regional water quality control boards, et cetera,
thereby facilitating projects by removing unnecessary impediments, and

e publish alist on existing and new recycled water informational programs to be dis-
tributed throughout the industry and the community.

DWR should lead the implementation of this recommendation beginning September 2003
and the results should be presented to the agencies on or before January 2005.

In addition to the coalition, each State agency should convey its mission with regard to
appropriately maximizing recycled water by providing informational materialsand educa-
tion to the local agencies on the legislated recycled water regulations. State agencies
should also take the lead in ensuring that local offices are consistent in their application of
State policy. Thisrecommendation should be carried out by State agencies beginning July
2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.2.1. f displays how governmentd agencies can lead by example. To en-
courage recycled water use, public agencies should take a leadership role by using recycled
water in public agency buildings to flush taoilets, to irrigate landscapes, and/or to irrigate city
parks. This recommendation is to place the appropriate infrastructure into new buildings to
utilize recycled water where feasible. Governmental facilities that can be served by recycled
water should be retrofitted to irrigate with recycled water and dual plumbed to use recycled
water for toilet flushing and cooling towers. This recommendation should be carried out by
State and local governmental agencies beginning July 2003 and ongoing theresfter.

Recommendation 2.2.2.
State funding should be provided for public education and outreach.

Approach and Implementation:

Public informational programs and outreach are not free. Communitieswill need financial
resources to inform their public on water issuesin general, and recycled water in particu-
lar. Therefore, all new bondsfor recycled water projects should include public information
and outreach as eligible expenditures. Thisrecommendation should be carried out by State
and local governmental agencies beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.2.3.
The State should work closely with local agencies on water recycling to:
a.  Provide technical assistance on current and cost effective technology, greater
education and clarification on recycled water use policy through informational

materialsand education supplied to thelocal agencieson thelegislated recycled
water regulations; and
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b.  Coordinate and publicize existing and new recycled water informational pro-
grams developed by various agencies for use throughout the industry.

Approach and Implementation:

State agencies, such asDWR, SWRCB, and DHS, should assist local agencieswith informa:
tion and education on current and cost effective technology for recycled water projects, as
well as guidance on legidated recycled water regulations. The State should make informa-
tional materials available and provide educational presentations for recycled water. State
agencies should compile alist for publication on existing and new recycled water informa-
tional programsto be distributed throughout the industry and the community. The agencies
should make use of the material published by the government and water industry officials
coalition proposed in recommendations 2.2.1. c-f.

DWR, SWRCB, and DHS should carry out this recommendation beginning July 2005 and
ongoing thereafter.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
Recommendation 2.2.4.
Appropriate local agencies should adopt well-defined local recycled water ordinances.

Approach and Implementation:

Local recycled water ordinances can facilitate the use of recycled water by specifying the
conditions under which it is available or its use may be mandatory, the procedures for
obtaining it and the requirements for the proper use of it to protect public health and pre-
vent nuisance. To accomplish this recommendation, local governments need to consider
their communities' needs for water and how recycled water fits into their overall plan.
Since regions are unique, local governments need to appraise their water assets and all
existing and potential water supply options. Thisis generally accomplished through their
Urban Water Management Plan, water facilities master plan, the general plan or other
planning documents. Local governments should carry out thisrecommendation beginning
July 2003 and ongoing thereafter. The appropriate agency to adopt arecycled water ordi-
nanceis usually the local water retailer, which has jurisdiction over water supply and can
govern the sources of water available to customers.

REGULATORY AGENCIES SUPPORT
Recommendation 2.2.5.

Local planning, building code enforcement, health and public works departments should
effectively enforce local recycled water ordinances, through adequate staff and resources.
Building inspectors and code enforcement officers should effectively enforce the installa-
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tion of types of plumbing that would allow the use of recycled water in accordance with
local recycled water ordinances.

Approach and Implementation:

While retail water suppliers can adopt ordinances requiring the use of recycled water under
certain circumstances, they do not have jurisdiction over most plan reviews for subdivision or
building construction. Loca governments that have such jurisdiction need to enforce plumb-
ing practicesthat will allow recycled water ordinancesto beimplemented. Loca governments,
in particular health departments, should obtain adequate educated staff to appriselocd enforce-
ment officersof the statusand regulationsregarding recycled water. Local governmentsshould
carry out this recommendation beginning July 2003 and ongoing thereafter.

Recommendation 2.2.6.

Convene a statewide independent review panedl on indirect potable reuse to summarize the
existing and on-going scientific research and address public hedth and safety as well as other
concerns, such as environmental justice, economic issues and increased public awareness.

Approach and Implementation:

Recycled water projects in which the eventual end use will be asource of drinking water are
termed indirect potable reuse projects. These projects utilize recycled water for groundwater
recharge or for reservoir augmentation. The public has genuine and legitimate concerns
regarding the safety of using recycled water for human consumption.

While many scientists studying recycled water believe the multiple safety factors used in its
production are adequate to safeguard public health, they neverthel ess recommend proceed-
ing with indirect potable reuse with caution and carefully considering its need within the
context of the local or regional water supply needs and options. The public has not always
been assured. Because of the source of recycled water and the potential for ingestion, indi-
rect potable reuse projects need to proceed in an environment of a fully informed and con-
senting public. The public should be provided with information about any known risks asso-
ciated with groundwater recharge or reservoir augmentation, and information on possible
contaminants and their detection. The measures taken to avoid, lessen or eliminate the vari-
ous risks should be provided to the interested public. The public also wants to know the
monitoring procedures aswell aswhat emergency action plansarein effect in the case of any
detected contaminant. An understanding of the risks associated with other possible sources
of supply, such as rivers that receive discharges from wastewater treatment plants or con-
tamination from other influences, can provide arealistic picture of recycled water quality.

Over the past ten years, several agencies have been unsuccessful in attempting to implement
recycled water projectsthat featured indirect potable reuse for groundwater recharge or for reser-
voir augmentation. Because these projects encountered public opposition, it isobviousthat agen-
cies also need guidance on how to approach the public on the issues surrounding recycled water.
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Some factors associated with indirect potable reuse in California need further investiga-
tion and clarification. With respect to scientific factors, previous panels have advised the
State on the areas of health risk and the needs for further research, which is on-going.
However, there has been a problem with articulating the science and the previous expert
findings and assuring the public that public health protection has been a paramount con-
cern of State health officials in drafting regulations and approving projects. In order to
provide better communication of thisinformation to the public, apanel onindirect potable
reuse should be convened to review the science, as well as other factors associated with
indirect potable reuse, such as public perception, economics and environmental justice,
and advisethe State and local agencieson how to proceed with indirect potablereuse. One
approach would be to use the California Bay-Delta Science Program, which is adminis-
tered by the California Bay-DeltaAuthority (Authority). The Authority is responsible for
CALFED Bay-Delta Program to develop and implement along-term comprehensive plan
that will restore ecological health and improve water management for beneficial uses of
the Bay-Delta System. As part of this function, the Authority evaluates water supply op-
tions that could relieve stress on the Bay-Delta System, including water recycling.

The California Bay-Delta Science Program (Program) is developing the best available
scientific information, using world-class science and peer review, to guide decisions and
evaluate actions that are critical to its success. This Program has three goals. The first
goal isto establish abody of knowledge that is unbiased, relevant, authoritative and inte-
grated, while communicating that knowledge to the scientific community, agency manag-
ers, stakeholders and the public. The second goal isto establish protocols and incorporate
independent peer review into all Program activities. The third goal isto develop science-
based performance measures for each CALFED program.

For more comprehensive guidelines on indirect potable reuse, the California Bay-Delta
Science Program should appoint a panel to review existing scientific information and on-
going research, assessthe potential health risks of indirect potabl e reuse within the context
of other health risks and summarize this information in language easily accessible to the
public. The panel could make the public aware of potential unknown factors related to
public health and articulate the on-going research to identify new potential risks and the
regulatory controlsin placeto minimizethe potential impacts should the presence of harmful
chemicals be discovered in the future. The panel could review the experience of previous
proposed and implemented projects and obtain abetter understanding of public perception
and concerns, such as social equity in the exposure of risks. The panel could advise the
State and local agencies proposing indirect potable reuse on how to incorporate appropri-
ate public information and participation in the planning process to ensure full awareness,
equity, and consent. This recommendation should be carried out beginning January 2004
and its report completed and published by July 2005.
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